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Abstract

This report summarizes and compares the views of six experts--three uni-
versity professors and three elementary teachers--concerning elementary-level
social studies teaching. The experts were asked to treat the topic comprehen-
sively by addressing issues of curriculum (goals and objectives, selection and
organization of content), instruction (presentation of input to students,
teacher-student discourse, activities and assignments), and evaluation (formal
and informal assessment of student progress toward key goals before, during,
and after Instruccion). The experts addressed these issues in the context of

both ideal programs (as outlined in their responses to a set of questions about

what ideal curriculum, instruction, and evaluation practices in elementary

social studies programs would look like) and typical current practice (as out-

lined in their responses to questions calling for a critique of one of the most
widely adopted elementary social studies curriculum series). This report first
summarizes the positions articulated by each of the six experts considered
individually, then compares the responses of the three professors treated as a
group with those of the three teachers treated as a group. Ian the discussion,
these group contrasts are considered with reference to their implications
concerning the differences in purview between university-based scholars an.
elementary school teachers who share interests in social education. Finally,
points of agreement between the two groups are considered with reference to

their implications concerning ideal elementary social studies programs.
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EXPERTS' VIEWS ON THE ELEMENTARY SOCIAL STUDIES CURRICULUM:
VISIONS OF THE IDEAL AND CRITIQUE OF CURRENT PRACTICE
(With Experts’ Individual Statements)
Richard Prawat, Jere Brophy, and Susan McMahon1
This resort summarizes and ccmpares the views of six experts--three uni-

versity professors and three eleme—tary teachers--concerning elementary-level

social studies teaching. The experts were asked to treat the topic comprehen-

sively by addressing issues of curriculum (goals and objectives, selection and
organization of content), instruction (presentation of input to students,
teacher-student discourse, activities and assignments), and evaluation (formal
and informal assessment of student progress toward key goals before, during,
and after instruction). The experts addressed these issues in the context of
both ideal programs (as outlined in their responses to a set of questions about
what ideal curriculum, instruction, and evaluation practices in elementary

social studies programs would look like) and typical current practice (as out-

lined in their responses to questions calling for a critique of one of the most
widely adopted elementary social studies curriculum series).

This research is part of Phase I of the research agenda of the Center for
the Learning and Teaching of Elementary Subjects. Center resesarchers are en-
gaged in a five-year program of research and development on elementary-level
(grades K-6) teaching of mathematics, science, social studies, literature, and
the arts, with particular emphasis on the teaching of these content areas for
understanding and for application to problem solving or decision making. Phase

I of the work relies on literature review and survey and interview methods to

1Richard Prawat, professor of teacher education at Michigan State
University, is a senior researcher with the Center for the Learning and
Teaching of Elementary Subjects. Jere Brophy is co-director of the Center.
Susan McMahon, a doctoral candidate in teacher education, is a research
assistant with the Center.




elicit and compare the views of various categories of ew
the academic disciplines, professional organizations concened with the teach-
ing of particular school subjects, state and local education agencies, curricu-
lum designers, and univeisity professors and elementary teachers with special
interest and expertise in the school subjects addressed) concerning ideal cur-
riculum, instruction, and evaluation practices in each subject. Phase II of
the work will switch the focus from the intended curriculum to the enacted cur-
riculum. This phase will feature development of detailed case studies of exem-
plary practice, relying on classroom observation and interviews of both teach-
ers and students. Phase III of the work will feature improvement-oriented
studies, in which ideas developed in earlier phases will be used as the basis
for experimental interventions designed to improve content teaching within the
limits of what can be accomplished given the constraints within which elemen-
tary teachers must work.

Phase I work has been accomplished through a set of related studies. One

of these studies involved developing and using a common set of framing ques-

tions to elicit the views of each of two sets of experts--university professors
involved with the scholarship and teacher education aspects of elementary-level
teaching in a school subject and elementary teachers with reputations for ex-
cellence in teaching the subject--on how each of our target school subjects
might be taught most effectively for understanding and higher order applica-
tions of its content. This report focuses on the views of the experts in
social studies. Other reports from this work will focus on the views of ox-
perts in the elementary teaching of mathematics, science, literature, the
visual arts, and music, respectively, and a summary report will compare and

contrast the views expressed by experts in these different subject areas.




Theoretical Perspective

The Center's mission focuses on issues surrounding the teaching of elemen-
tary subjects in ways that promote students’ understanding of their content,
ability to think about it cxitically and creatively, and ability to apply it in
problem-solving and decision-making contexts. Review and synthesis of the lit-
erature this topic, both as it applies to subject-matter teaching in general
(Brophy, 1989; Prawat, 1989), and as it applies te the teaching of social stud-
ies in particular (Brophy, 1990), identified the following as features of ideal
elementary curriculum and instruction: (a) The curriculum balances breadth
with depth by addressing limited content, but developing this content suffi-
ciently to foster conceptual understanding; (b) the content is organized around
a limited number of powerful ideas (basic understandings and principles);
(c) teaching emphasizes the relationships or connections between these ideas
(integrated learning); (d) students regularly get opportunities tc actively
process information and construct meaning; and (e) higher order thinking skills
are not taugnt as a separate skills curriculum, but instead are developed in
the process of teaching subject-matter knowledge within application contexts
that call for students to relate what they are learning to their lives o'.tside
of school by thinking critically ur creatively about it or using it to solve
problems or make decisions. The experts interviewed for this study were asked
to critique, qualify, and extend these ideas about features of ideal subject-
matter teaching. Then they were asked to apply their views about ideal prac-
tices by telling us how they would go about teaching certain content and by

critiquing one of the most widely adopted contemporary social studies curricu-

lum series.




Identification and Recruicment of Experts

Two panels of experts were recruited. The first panel consisted of three
university-based professors of social studies curriculum and instruction who
are internationally recognized scholarly leaders in the field and are particu-
larly knowledgeable about elementary-level instruction in the subject area.
These experts were identified as follows. First, social ctudies specialists
both at Michigan State and at other universities (contacted by phone) were
asked to nominate individuals who were (a) scholarly leaders in the field;
(b) familiar with curriculum, instruction, and evaluation practices in
elementary-grade classrocms; and (c) concecned about teaching social studies
with emphasis on developing undzrstanding, critical thinking, and application
to problem solving or decision making. Next, we winnowed the longer lists to a
shorter, prioritized list of desirable interviewees based in part on the infor-
mation we had gathered about the degree to which they fit the three criteria
mentioned above and in part on our desire to achieve balance across different
social studies disciplines (history, geography, and che s.cial sciences) and
across different philosophical positions on the nature and purposes of social
education (preparing students to fuaction as citizens in a democracy, teaching
them basic information about the social world, teaching them social ¢ ience
principles and applications). Once consensus on these short lists (including
alternates) was achieved through discussion among Center researchers, we then
called the identified scholars to explain the study and attempt to recruit
their participation. We were gratified to find that all of our first choices
among social studies scholars agreed to participate in the study.

The second panel consisted of three elementary school teachers who have
impressed leading social education scholars as being outstanding ac teaching

sccial studies for understanding and higher order applications. To identify
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such teachers, we called scholarly leaders in social studies at universities
all around thé country (including those who were being recruited for participa-
tion in the study) to describe the kinds of teachers we were seeking and to ask
for nominations. We then contacted nominated teachers by phone and interviewed
them concerning their educational backgrounds, teaching experience, and ideas
about goals and methods for teaching social studies. Notes from these
telephone interviews were then used as the basis for cdiscussion of the relative
desirability of different teachers for inclusion in che study. Continued
discussion eventually yielded three prioritized short lists of nominees, one
for teachers whose background experiences were concentrated in the primary
grades, another for teachers representing grades three and four, and a third
for teachers representing grades five and six. We then called the top-listed
teachers to recruit their participation in the study, and once again were grat-
ified to find that all of our first choices agreed to participate. Coinciden-
tally, each of these three teachers had been nominated by cne of the professors

interviewed for the study (Tl by P2, T2 by P3, and T3 by Pl).

Data Collection Procedures

Data were developed from two sources, identified to the experts as Part I
and Part II of the study. The first data source (Part I) was a détailed, writ-
ten document in which the experts responded to a set of questions asking them
to identify key features of ideal social studies curricula and then apply these
ideas by indicating how they would organize Znstruction relating to each of
three broad social education goals (teaching about the United States govern-
ment, human-environment interaction, and multicultural understanding) at each
of two grade levels (second and fifth). The experts were asked to identify key

understandings relating to each of these goals, indicate how those
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understandings are related, and tell how they would organize the understandings

for presentation to students. Then, they were to select one of the key under-

standings for each goal and indicate how they would teach it at the second- and
fifth- grade levels, noting the information that they would provide to stu-
dents, the nature of the teacher-student discourse that would occur, the
activities or assignments that would be included, and the methods that they
might use to evaluate student learning.

Instructions for Part I (see Appendix A) were sent to the panelists by
mail and followed up with phone calls to make sure that they had arrived and to
provide any needed elaboration. The panelists then preparad written responses
to Part I and mailed copies of these to us upon completion. Upon receipt of
these written responses to Part I, we then sent the panelists the instructions
for Part II along with the curriculum materials to be evaluated (the Grade 1-6
teacher’s editions of the 1988 Silver Burdett and Ginn (SBG) social studies
series, which include not only the student text but the worksheets and other
supplements supplied by the publisher and the instructions to the teacher con-
cerning recommended instructional methods and follow-up activities).

For Part II, the panelists were instructed tn review and critique the SBG
curriculum using a provided set of framing questions (see Appendix B). Instead
of writing final form responses to these framing questions, however, the panel-
ists were asked to develop detailed notes about them that would be elaborated
during extensive interviews to be conducted at Michigan State University.

The framing questions encouraged the panelists to consider the SBG curric-
ulum series in three ways. First, they followed up on the panelists’ responses
to Part I by asking them to consider the series as a whole and tell how its
handling of the three cuvrriculum goals addressed in Part I compared to and con-

trasted with the handling recommended by the panelist. Thus, for each of “hese
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three commonly addressed curriculum goals, the panelist critiqued the treatment
in the published curriculum with reference to his or her own previously made
suggestions sbout how the goal should be handled.

The second section of the framing questions called for the panelists to
develop detailed critiques of two particular curriculum units, a second-grade
unit on rules and laws and a fifth-grade unit on the establishment and develop-
ment of the English colonies, the Revolutionary War, and the Declaration of In-
dependence and Constitution. The second-grade unit was selected to represent
instruction in the primary grades, and the fifth-grade unit was selected to
represent instru.tion in the middle grades. Each unit focuses on content
commonly taught and considered important at the grade level. In critiquing
these units, the panelists could address any aspects that they wished to com-
ment on, but were to focus in particular on their probable effectiveness in
promoting understanding and higher level application goals. This exercise,
calling for highly detailed critique of particular chunks of the curriculum,
complemented the more general critiques of the curriculum as a whole that were
developed in the other two sections.

The third section of the framing questions called for the panelists to
once again consider the curriculum as a whole, but this time with respect to a
range of general issues rather than, as in the first section, with respect to
its handling of three particular goals. The panelists were asked to comment on
and provide examples relating to such issues as the degree to which the curric-
ulum is well organized and coherent, key concepts are treated in sufficient

depth to promote understanding, and critical thinking and decision-making goals

are addressed through appropriate activities, assignments, and evaluation methods.




Once the panelists had coimpleted the instructions for Part II of the work
to be done at home, they were brought to Michigan State University for lengthy
(approximately 6-hour) interviews conducted by the authors. During these in-
terviews, they elaborated on ind responded to questions about their written re-
sponses to Part I that had been sent in previously, and then they led us
through their notes on the SBG curriculum series, elaborating, showing exam-
ples, and answering questions as they proceaded. Copies of the curriculum were
kept handy for reference to examples.

Completion of these interviews ended the panelists’ formal involvement
with the study, although they were later provided with copies of their inter-
view transcripts for their own use. The panelists were reimbursed for all of
the expenses incurred in coming to Michigan State University to be interviewed
and they also received a modest honorarium in partial compensation for their
time spent preparing written responses to Part I ard notes for Part Il of our

framing questions.

Data Preparation and Analysis

The panelists’ written responses were typed (Lf they had not been typed
already) and audiotapes of their interviews were transcribed and corrected. To
protect the panelists’ anonymity, the materiale were assigned code numbers (P1,
P2, and P3 for the professors; Tl, T2, and T3 for the teachers), and names, in-
stitutional affiliations, and other personal references were removed. Abridged
and edited versions of the panelists’ written responses, supplemented by summa-
ries of additional comments made during their interviews, are appended to this
report.

The data were analyzed by the authors in two stages. TFirst, we sought to

develop a clear and shared understanding of what each panelist had said.
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Toward this.pnd, we each independently read all of the material available on

each panclist (the submitted written materials plus the transcript of the in-
terview), took detailed notes, and prepared summaries of the views expressed
concerning the purposes and goals of social education and the features of ideal
curriculum, instruction, and evaluation practices in elementary level social
studies. Ve then exchanged and studied these summaries, seeking to identify
areas of disagreement that called for discussion and resolution. Discussion
continued until we were satisfied that we had developed shared understandings
about the key elements in each panelist’s positions and about how these com-
pared and contrasted with those advocated by the other panelists. The concli-
sions developed during this first phase of data analysis are presented in the
first part of the results section to follow.

The second phase of da:a analysis involved systematic comparison and con-
trast of the views expressed by the two subgroups within our expert panel--
professors and teachers. For this second phase of analysis, both the raw mate-
rials and the conclusions developed in the first phase of analysis were
searched for common dimensions that apply to all or at least most of the panel-
ists’ responses and thus could be used as a basis for comparing and contrasting
the responses of the professors with those of the teachers. Proposed common
dimensions and statements of similarity or difference between the two subgroups
were then circulated among the authors for critique, elaboration, or qualifica-
tion, and once again this process was continued until we reached consensus.

The conclusions we reached about similarities and differences between the pro-
fessors and the teachers are given in the second part of the results section.

Findings are discussed in terms of agreement and disagreemeant across the
set of six experts considered as a single panel and across the professors and

the teachers treated as twu subgroups. These analyses are informal and
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primarily qualitative; because of the smail numbers of panelists involved, no

attempt was made to conduct formal statistical analyses.

Sunmary of Individual Panelists’ Positions
We begin our presentation of findings with summary and comparison of key
elements in each of the six iudividual panelists’ positions, starting with the

professors and then proceeding to the teachers.

The University Based-Experts
There are major differences between the three university-based experts,
both in the céntent that they would emphasize in elementary social studies and
in their views on teaching and learning. We will start with the two who seem

most similar in their approach. (See Appendix C for eXperts' statements.)

P3: Summary of Approaczh

P3's overall emphasis is on citizen education rather than personal devel-
opment or the social science disciplines. P3 stresses the importance of devel-
oping a concept of "democracy," not just a listing of events that led to the
establishment of a democratic government. In contrast with Pl who also empha-
sizes citizen education, P3 places less emphasis on citizen action activities
but more emphasis on instilling prosocial and democratic values and disposi-
tions. P3 conceives of goals as bundles of knowledge, skills, and affects/
dispositions.

A central goal of social studies education, according to P3, is to prepare
students to write a new constitution if necessary. This requires not only a
democratic value perspective, but also the ability to think critically about
various civic issues. To meet these needs P3 advocates a two-pronged approach

to social studies education: On the one hand, subtly "pushing" a set of
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democratic values; on the other, providing students with the means to analyze
carefully those and other similar or couflicting values. P3 believes in the
inculcation of values representing civic virtue (knowing and doing the public
good), although not in a heav, handed way. P3 relies primarily on modeling and
on emphasis on the praiseworthy personal qualities or actions of legendary
heroes or historical figuras rather than on direct preaching or teaching of
value statements as *f they were statements of fact. Even so, P3's approach
amounts to a degree of self-conscious inculcation in values and dispositions
seen as basic and noncontroversial.

P3 persistently attempts to broaden students’ purviews, however, through
values analysis and decision-making activities. Thus, although the core demo-
cratic values would be developed largely through what amounts to inculcation,
their application to particular social issues is seen as problematic and open
to conflicting points of view. P3 uses analysis of cases to promote critical
reasoning ability in students, such as by having them debate suggested re-
sponses to some of the dilemmas dealt with by key people in history. The
treatment of topics thus includes careful attention to their controversial or
multilogical aspects, and there are frequent opportunities for debates or other
values analysis activities. In addition to conventional decision-making activ-
ities, in which the scuients are asked to articulate and defend a position on a
controversial issue, P3's approach requires them to show understanding of al-
ternative positions.

The content studied is primarily history and geography. P3 embeds treat-
ments of Am :ican history and customs within the contexts of world history and
global education, including unusual as well as more familiar examples of con-
cepts or principles wher selecting cases for analysis. Cases are used to com-

pare and contrast characteristics or as models. Sometimes, controversy or

-
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differences are the focus, other times similarities are highlighted--depending
on the purpose. For exemple, King Arthur’s round table is an example of a form
of democracy. Students might reflect on how this example is like democracy.
Patrick Henry might be studied as an example of a patriot who opposed the Con-
stitution. In another lesson, three villages in different cultures might be
studied for both their similarities and their differences. The source is the
subject matter content; how it is handled depends on the purpose.

P3's curriculum emphasizes depth over breadth by limiting the number of
goals addressed. Content selection for each goal is accomplished by identify-
ing key knowledge, skills, and values/dispositions to be developed as an inter-
related set. The material is taught 'within an applications context designed to
bring students to the point that they not only understand the key ideas but can
appreciate them and apply them to their personal lives or the current social
world. Following Taba (see Taba, Durkin, Fraenkel, & McNaughton, 1971) and
Ehrenberg (see Ehrenberg & Ehrenberg, 1980), much of the teaching is inductive,
or guided inquiry. Carefully chosen sets of examples or cases (of community
types, governmental types, etc.) are compared and contrasted along several di-
mensions, with the results charted for highlighting and visual inspection.
Through questioning, the teacher guides the students to attend to the mcst rel-
evant and important dimensions, to note key similarities and differences, and
begin to induce generalizations. Sometimes the goal is to construct and appre-
ciate an initial idea (such as recognition of the essential elements of demo-
cratic government and of how this form of government differs from other forms).
Farther along, the students make and test predictions about tiie implications of
an idea or about how it would apply to new cases. Still later, they work oz

cause and effect contingencies and develop explanations for some of the
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phenomena observed. In general, the inductive and constructive aspects of this

approach are very similar to those of Pl.

P3's Specific Views on Subject Matter Teaching and Learning

Like some of the other "constructivists" who responded to our statements
about ideal curricula, P3 takes issue with the notion of "presenting" ideas to
students: "I disagree with the premise of this task. It seems to me that the
task 1s not to organize these ideas for presentation to students, but to orga-
nize the curriculum in such a way that these ideas are likely to be constructed
by students." (Pl made a similar point: "Too often, stated generalizations
become the facts that students memorize in a social studies program, rather
than the ideas they discover or construct for themselves.") P3 reinforces this
view later in the interview: "It doesn’t seem to me that the organization of
the ideas is the same task as deciding how the ideas will be presented so that
they might be formed in the students’ heads." 1In critiquing the SBG series, P3
makes this point again, writing, "The central curriculum issue after what

knowledge is of most worth is whose knowledge." P3 is quite explicit about the

importance of students’ developing the knowledge or understandings.

Again reflecting a constructivist approach to teaching, P3 is very sensi-
tive about the need to take into account stuaents’ prior knowledge. In observ-
ing another person teach, P3 realized the importance of assessing student un-
derstanding:

I really understood that when I wanted my students to develop an un-
derstanding on some topic, it was necessary to ascertain what level
of understanding the group was ready for. Were they to extend and
refine an idea already formed? Were they to construct an initial
idea? Often in the elementary grades, it is the latter. Making such
determinations required no small degree of pedagogic sophistication
on my part--to know where the group’s knowledge of a topic fell on a
continuum ¢f understanding and to partial in individual and cultural
differences. Aud it required no small degree of knowledge of the

13




topic at hand. I had to have formed more than an initial understand-

ing of the topic myself in order to conceptualize the continuum, to

diagnose more or less accurately my students’ place on it, and to

figure out the subject matter (and find the materials!) that would

help students develop that level of understanding.

Consistent with what can be characterized as an inductive approach, P3 is
quite precise about the nature of the data-gathering exercises that students
would engage in prior to extracting the important ideas that P3 wants them to
acquire. Following Taba, P3 recommends the use of three carefully chosen
“cases." P3 departs rather significantly from Taba, however, in broadening the
use of this paradigm. Rather than restricting the case apprc'ch to the teach-
ing of concepts, P3 sees it as an excellent vehicle for teaching "initial
ideas," which resemble generalizations much more than concepts. P3 hesitates
to use the term "examples" for the cases that are used to develop generaliza-
tions: "Maybe I'm just splitting hairs. I like to reserve the term 'examples’
for concept development.”

Cases are at the core of what social studies is all about, according to
P3: "Social studies is fundamentally a case-based terrain, and the key to
building powerful ideas is noting similarities and differences among the sev-
eral cases studied." P3 then makes an interesting point, consistent with the
“generalization" use of the case paradigm: "The dimensions on which these
cases are compared are other ideas--not the ones being constructed, but the
ones being used in the construction of larger understandings.' P3 provides an
example: If the teacher wants his or her students to develop an understanding
of "democratic nation building," three cases could be used--constitution writ-
ing in the United States, Mexico, and Canada. The basis for comparison might
be key ideas such as "popular sovereignty," or "minority rights."

P3 elaborates on this approach in the Part 1 write-up. In order to get

students (second graders) to develop an understanding of democracy, for
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example, P3 suggests starting with firsthand experience. Students might par-
ticipate in and then examine three weekly "Democratic Classroom Meetings"
focused on issues of fairness in the school and classroom context. A chart
would be developed, with rows identifying the different meatings and columns
the dimensions that are used for comparison. Examples of specific dimensions
include What kind of issue was discussed? What method was used to resolve the
problem? P3 comments, "This comparing and contrasting across examples
(crisscrossing) should 1ift the curriculum out of the parade-of-facts realm
into the realm of ideas (patterns)."

P3 would facilitate student processing of important information by reduc-
ing the amount of frontal teaching: "Cases should be studied with a minimum of
frontal teaching, a maximum of active student participation, role playing,

s .ory-telling, oral histories, simulations, and reading-and-writing-to-learn."
P3 goes on 1> say that each case should be examined "dialogically." Students
should take individual positions on the important decisions represented in the
cases, discussing and debating those positions in various structured formats.
P3 also advocates "interrogation," in which students argue both for and against
their own positions in writing. P3 comments on this approach later in the in-
terview: "To interrogate your position really means to construct--to construct
a model of the situation that has your position in it as well as the other
views on the matter". This emphasis on discourse processes is also character-

istic of Pl’'s perspective.

Pl: Summary of Approach

Like P3, Pl emphasizes social education as the primary goal, rather than
social science disciplines or personal development. There is a strong knowl -

edge component in Pl’s approach, but content is selected for its application
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value--both currently in childhood and in the future as citizens--not according
to the emphasis placed on it within the disciplines. There is also a strong
attitudes and values component, accomplished primarily through values analysis
and decision making rather than through inculcation. The values/attitudes com-
ponent includes attempts to develop personal morality and social conscience,
not just values relating to large social policy issues. Possessing knowledge
is not enough; according to Pl citizens must also have the motivation to act on
the basis of their knowledge and values.

Whereas P3 comments just briefly on the importance of "ethics and the
notion of public happiness" in the social studies curriculum, Pl places great
stress on these ideas. Pl emphasizes the need %o get students actively in-
volved in the social world. Students must develop "a sense of right and
wrong," Pl writes, "as well as tha energy and commitment to participate in the
social milieu to right the wrong." This is given priority throughout Pl's re-
sponse to Part I. The emphasis on socially-committed problem solving i - promi-
nent in the interviews: Pl draws a distinction, for example, between personal
decision making, involving such things as buying and investing wisely, and
social decision making. Pl indicates, "I'm more concerned with the ability of
students to assess and then to solve social problems."

The problem-solving focus is a legical extension of the way content is
treated. Instead of structuring units around problems, one begins with the
content and then identifies problems associated with that content that are
worth pursuing and helpful as teaching devices. This enables the transfer of
knowledge as well as problem solving abilities. History might be an essential
element, but it is by no means sufficient. Anthropology, economics, and global
education would all play key roles. Pl would prefer that anthropology, instead

of history, provide the basis for organization of the knowledge components.
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Even il history provides the basis, all the social studies would come together
to help the child understand her/his "real® world.

The point is not to teach simplified versions of the social science disci-
plines but instead to help children understand and appreciate the social world,
including how and why it got to be the way it is. Thus, the content is built
around interdisciplinary study of topics, not study of the disciplines
themselves.

Often this would involve "unveiling the mysteries" that lie beneath the
surface of what is obvious--helping students to understand where things came
from or how they developed, the steps leading from raw materials to finished
manufactured products, or the historical or cultural reasons behind contrasting
customs. At one point, Pl talks about the importance of having "a strong con-
temporary focus" so that students can understand what is going on today.

Later, Pl elaborates on this view: "There are so many mysteries in the world.
Where did things come from and what goes on behind the scenes? Just lifting
the veils and letting kids see the mechanisms that operate, and the people, and
the processes, and the issues behind the scenes--that’s what I want kids to
learn about."

The emphasis in Pl's approach is on developing understanding rather than
mere knowledge of facts, and in particular on causal explanations. The content
is taught within the context of life applications. Often investigation into a
topic begins with curiosity-arousing experiences designed to render the famil-
iar strange or problematic and to get students to begin to question some of
their assumptions. To the extent that students’ knowledge is sufficient to
support it, inductive approaches are used (for example, guiding them to develop
generalizations from sets of examples, to develop explanations for observed

phenomena or differences, to generate and attempt to answer prediction
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questions or other comprehension and application questicns). These inductive
methods resemble Taba’s concept-induction methods or the "new social studies"
inquiry methods, but they focus on answering life-application questicns or pre-
paring the students for problem solving rather than on teaching the social
science disciplines. Knowledge is essential in problem solving. The child
must be able to understand various aspects of and viewpoints concerning the
problem, and factual and conceptual knowledge is vital in this regard.

Pl’'s approach to teaching resembles P3’s in most particulars. Pl argues
tor a "highly inductive, experiential, focused, generative" approach. Both Pl
and P3, for example, would introduce second graders to the important ideas as-
sociated with democracy by having them participate in and reflect on classroom
meetings that deal with important school issues. This reflects not only their
pedagogical preferences but also their views about what is important for stu-
dents to understand about democracy: The nature of the decision-making pro-
cess. Both emphasize the importance of getting students to extract information
from these experiences that will help them to understand the democratic process
better. In explaining how this is to be done, Pl suggests that students should
be able, from firsthand experiences, to draw generalizations about who was in-
volved, the nature of the problem being discussed, the nature of the decision-
making process, who exerted power or authority in the situation, how the rights
of the group were upheld, and so forth. Pl believes that, through this sort of
reflection on the classroom decisicon-making process, students can generate
questions that they can apply to other groups--such as the city council or the
legislature: "As a transition to examining a group such as a city council,
we'd first identify local/community decision-making groups which act like our

classroom but have broader areas of jurisdiction. This brainstorming is
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teacher-led but actively participated in by students and takes the form of a
discussion/generalization session."

At the fifth-grade level, Pl’s approach again is parallel to P3's. Both
Pl and P3 have students apply to other cases the knowledge they gained by exam-
ining democratic decision making at the classroom level. P3's cases, however,
are drawn from history (e.g., decision making in the Mayflower Compact). Pl
would draw cases from current events. Thais is in keeping with Pl’'s broad goal
in social studies, discussed above, of starting with the familiar or obvious,
but ther examining "that which is behind the scenes or hidden from view: In
such a manner, youngsters can come to know the whys and wherefores of events
and problems and can begin to see cause/effect and relational factors which ex-

plain phenomena." This is a subtle but important difference.

P2: Summary of Approac

P2 contrasts with both Pl and P3 in several respects. P2 places less em-
phasis, for example, on citizen education or general social education goals and
more on applied social science goals. To the extent that P2 does emphasize ci-
tizen education, P2 differs from Pl and P3 in two ways: First, most of P2's
erphasis is on the knowledge component of the curriculum. P2 places much less
emphasis on values, and practically none at all on citizen action. Second, P2
embraces (although not exclusively) the ideas of E.D. Hirsch (1987) concerning
the importance of a shared common culture and the notion of teaching facts for
cultural literacy purposes. P2’'s goals for the ideal social studies curriculum
differ in important ways from those advanced by Pl and P3, being much more fac-
tual in nature: Students should "list abuses of the late colonial period,"
"list the ideals expressed in the Declaration of Independence," and know "how

elections work." P2 and P3, on the other hand, would mostly restrict the
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factual components of the curriculum to those facts that are needed for
teaching about the key ideas that they wish to emphasize.

Unlike those of Pl and P3, P2's approach to teaching is more deductive
than inductive. Instead of guiding the students through comparisons and con-
trasts of cases to assist them in constructing generalizations, P2 begins by
explaining the generalizations and key aspects of examples or cases, then pro-
vides scaffolded opportunities for students to apply the generalizations using
new cases. Cases are, however, chosen and represented to students not merely
for their value as exemplars of generalizations, but also for their interest
value. In this regard, text supplements that personalize the information, em-
phasize its "romantic" aspects, or otherwise make the material more interesting
and memorable are used. Explanations would feature advance organizers, empha-
sis on the main ideas, clarity in stating these main ideas, and other content
structuring designed to help students to learn and retain the information as an
organized body of knowledge. Similarly, structuring of assignments would in-
clude reminders about purposes and goals, tips about notetaking ox outlining,
and so on.

As this description suggests, P2's approach is more didactic than those ofi
the other two university-based experts. P2 is a strong advocate of the "direct
instruction" model of teaching. In the interviews, for example, P2 comments,
"I use a direct instruction model. I begin with telling the kids what the ob-
jective is, why it’'s important." P2 views the teacher’s role primarily as that
of information giver. The purpose of social studies is "to inform," and the
teacher’s role is to transmit knowledge as effectively as possible. The knowl-
edge itself is derived primarily from various soccial science disciplines, al-
though P2 would also include certain facts considered important for cultural

literacy reasons as well as certain values considered fundamental and
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universal. Skills needed to process and apply the knowledge would also be
taught,

Rather than attempt to teach generic thinking skills, P2 prefers to teach
students networks of related content that include "facts that will serve as
schemas, sets of concepts that classify things well, and principles from which
something definite follows": Thinking is then developed in a "nuts and bolts
way" through applications of this content. "I guess in summary,"” P2 comments,
"I believe that things most people call knowledge of facts and chains and ccu-
cepts and principles really have a very direct relationship to what other
people call thinking. That they are quite literally the tools that enable par-
ticular kinds of thoughts. I spend more time teaching low level information
than most of my colleagues.”

The highest form of learning according to P2 is principle learning. Prin-
ciples form the basis for problem solving: "Rational problem solving is typi-
cally deductive (a problem is defined, rules or precedents are recalled from
long term memory, and the rule is used as a major premise to predict a probable
outcome)." The teacher's task is to teach students useful principles drawn
from the disciplines, lead them through several examples, and then engage them
in problem solving activities that require applications of those principles.

P2's social studies lessons are built around topics such as "North Amer-
ica," or "Forces that Control Climate." Within each of these topics, the
course of instruction follows a predictable pattern. (P2 has "a different
recipe for each of the different methods of teaching.”) In teaching about a
particular time and place, for example, one "fixes" the parameters by having
the students locate the dates on a time line and study the locations on a map.
Next, students are exposed to certain “stories" or verbal chains that can serve

as grist for later thinking. Each verbal chain consists of a key word (e.g..
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"Pilgrim") and a cluster of facts. Once students have mastered this basic
information, which provides a factual "context" for later learning, P2 would
teach and then have students apply generalizations or comparisons.

P2's formula for concept lessons begins with a statement, "Now I am going
to teach you a new concept," followed by the definition stated as a list of
critical attributes, which, in turn, is "followed by explanation of an example
and a nonexample." P2 would seldom deviate from this deductive approach; using
the inductive method "a couple of times a semester."

If one is to understaud principles, one must understand the concepts that
the principles seek to relate. P2 provides the fnllowing example of a prin-
ciple: "If people have an industrial culture, then they will use knowledge and
machines to import goods, change the environment, and live much the same way
any place on earth." According to P2, students must not only be provided with
principles of this sort, they must also be given guided practice in applying
the principles. 1In the application example that P2 offers for the principle
cited above, students are expected to use the principle to predict how Norwe-
gian doctors might live when working in Africa. P2 advocates "attaching" an
application phase onto the end of the principle lessons for two reasons: It
helps give the principles relevance, and it also helps to teach students to
think deductively.

P2 favors a teacher-centered approach to instruction and is skeptical
about the value of student-centered activitiss in social studies. P2 perceives
the need for a great deal of teacher iirection during activities. For example,
if P2 used a mock trial activity, P2 would assume the role of judge "so I could
control the situation." Too often, P2 feels, activities are aimless. Students

are simp'y "stuck into a situation" without knowing the solution or being

"given any way of figuring it our." To be useful, activities must have a clear
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purpose. The most appropriate use of activities, accordaing to P2, is either to
introduce a problem or to get students to apply principles or concepts already
learned. P2 differs from Pl and P3, and even more clearly from the three
teachers, in believing that activities are not very effective as learning
situations per se. P2 believes that students learn most efficiently when the
teacher has identified what is important and what students should do. One
activity included in the SBG curriculum that P2 did see as "successful” called
for studencs to use their texts as scripts for a role play. Even here, P2 saw
the activity as serving more of a motivational than a learning purpose: "The
role play itself would not be what I would consider active leztrning." Gener-
ally activities do not meet this criterion for P2.

P2’s approach to teaching places less emphasis on student prior knowledge
than the approaches of Pl and P3. For one, P2 assumes that most of what stu-
dents know will be irrelevant in terms of the knowledge they are being asked to
acquire: "I think we ought to be teaching all kids something they don’t know.
Even if their prior knowledge is relevant, P2 indicates, it is very difficult
to assess. The best the teacher can do 1 "make guesses." Formal assessment

(i.e., pretesting) is not a very practical alternative, according to P2.

The Teacher Experts
Having summarized and compared the views of ideal curriculum advanced by
the three professors, we now turn to the views of the three exemplary social

studies teachers.

T2: Views of the Subject Matter

T2 is a fourth-grade teacher. T2's primary purposes and goals fall under
the rubric of citizen education, although T2’s approach also is stromngly influ-

enced by what interests students or "what makes kids feel good." T2 emphasizes
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citizen education, believing that "elementary kids are the key to building a
stronger country and a stronger world." Like P3, T2 places specific emphasis
on the democratic values and citizen action aspects of citizen education. This
is most obvious in T2's treatment of government, where everything begins with
notions about basic human rights. Thus, in addition to covering basic princi-
ples of civics (including their historical development), T2 would consistently
emphasize the idea that governments should accomplish their functions without
violating basic human rights, and that American eitizens should be prepared to
defend and maintain our traditions of freedom and democracy. 1In general, T2
prefers an interdisciplinary approach to social studies, stating that this
approach empowers students with their own learning and thus is more meaningful,
Students are better able to internalize content through the critical thinking
and problem solving activities that an interdisciplinary approach can provide.
T2's treatment of geography provides a case in point: Like Tl, T2 builds geo-
graphic ideas on basic notions about the trade-offs that different environments
offer humans seeking to meet their basic needs.

T2 seeks to bring a multicultural and global education perspective to
social studies as well, believing that this complements efforts to prepare in-
formed American citizens. The multicultural perspective also allows T2 to ad-
dress students’ individual needs. Thus T2 includes a unit on Mexico in the
ideal curriculum because there is a high percertage of Hispanics at T2's
school. According to T2, the content of social studies should address individ-
uals and their needs. T2 states that social studies is "a topic that has to
focus on the individual in developing the sensa of self and valuing the person
and going all the way up to valuing and understanding people." This is part of

the values aspect of citizen education.




Unlike P2, T2 places great emphaslis on activities in social studies, espe-
cially "macro" activities that involve sustained information gathering or in-
quiry followed by preparation of reports, construction of murals, participation
in pageants or skits, or other "culminating" activities. T2 believes that
children must operate on or apply what they are learning if they are to remem-
ber it; they will forget most of what they learn via methods that emphasize
reading factual information and then regurgitating it in response to recitation
and seatwork questions chat only call for factual memery.

Otker rationales for macro activities are (a) the need for a variety of
learning activities to accommodate the variety of learning styles that exists
in every classroom; (b) the need to cement learning by causing the students to
process and think about input and then communicate their ideas through class-
room discourse or writing assignments; (c) the need to provide application op-
portunities; (d) the value of opportunities for students to develop their own
information rather than just use information given to them; (e) the need to
carry value and citizen action goals through to the point of participatory
action if we want to affect the students’ behavior and not just their beliefs.

T2 places less explicit emphasis on the importance of classroom discourse
or debate than do some of the other experts, but it is clear from T2's example
activities that considerable teacher-student and student-student discourse
would occur in T2's classroom. Still, it seems that T2 mescly views such dis-
course as just one among a desirable variety of classroom activities that
should be worthwhile, without assigning it any special or uni